It is found that most students from rural areas facing learning difficulties. Based on these problems, researchers are encouraged to examine the student learning outcomes using SAVI learning models and direct learning models, and want to see the differences in learning outcomes between students who have high and low learning motivation. The applied learning model is adapted to the characteristics of students by using concrete objects as media in learning activities, as well as in experimental activities. The models are applied to the students of State Elementary School (SDN) Sidoharjo 1 and State Elementary School (SDN) Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto grade 6 related to science learning. The results of the study show that there are differences in learning outcomes between students who use the SAVI learning model and the Direct learning model and are combined with high or low student learning motivation. The application of the SAVI learning model with high learning motivation resulted in an average value of 87.581, while the average value of the results of the application of the direct learning model which was also accompanied by high learning motivation reached 84.643. The use of the SAVI model shows higher learning outcomes than the direct learning model.
Introduction
Education is an important pillar of the development of the nation and state. At present, many countries are competing to improve the quality of their education. The quality of education is a major problem that must be addressed immediately in determining the direction of the country's development policy. To get the state development to run well thereore qualified graduates are needed, meaning that they are able to build themselves, their families, communities, nations, and countries. Quality graduates are those who have high quality human resources and able to compete with other countries.
The government has tried various ways to improve Indonesia's human resources, one of which is curriculum change. The curriculum is very important in education, therefore its preparation should not be done carelessly and requires a strong foundation based on the results of deep thought and research process (Reksoadmojo in Sufairoh (2016) ). The preparation of a curriculum that is not based on a strong foundation, it will have fatal consequences on educational failure. Even the compiled curriculum still needs revision or improvement to improve the quality of education, so that it can produce high-quality graduates.
The development of the era accompanied by the development of science and technology, also become one of the factors driving the development of the curriculum in Indonesia. At present, the 2013 Curriculum has been implemented as a development of the previous curriculum, namely Competency Based Curriculum (Kurikulum Berbasis Kompetensi/KBK) and Education Level Curriculum (Kurikulum Satuan Tingkat Pendidikan/KTSP), which includes the integration of competency of attitudes, knowledge, and skills (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2014) . Curriculum development has positive and negative effects on teachers and students.
One example of the negative impacts that arise and is experienced by students is learning difficulties. Such problems are experienced by many students, especially for elementary school students in rural areas. This problem is also experienced by students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto related to science learning. A lot of material that is difficult for students to understand. This is based on the results of the analysis of the learning outcomes of class VI students who are still low. When they are given problems, students tend to have difficulty finding the answers. Such problems arise because of several causes, such as: monotonous strategies, methods, approaches, and learning models. Many teachers who teach only by the lecture method, without providing practical or experimental activities. All material is only explained verbally, rarely using media or other learning facilities. Many demands and training that require teachers to be more creative and innovative in teaching, but many also refuse to apply it for reasons of limited funds, as well as the condition of schools that do not have complete facilities.
Based on the above problems, researchers are encouraged to study the difference in improving student learning outcomes using SAVI learning models and direct learning models, and want to see the differences in learning outcomes between students who have high and low learning motivation. The applied learning model is adapted to the characteristics of students by using concrete objects as media in learning activities, as well as in experimental activities Meier (2004) states that students can combine physical movements with intellectual activity and the use of all senses that can have a major influence on learning. Thus, using the SAVI learning model is expected to be able to improve student learning outcomes.
Whereas in applying the Direct Learning model, students are explained about concepts related to learning material without going through the SAVI steps. However, basically both of these learning models are applied to improve student learning outcomes. In addition, the application of these two learning models are combined with increasing student motivation, so that students can obtain basic science, concepts, and skills. A study by Sari, Sulistiasih, and Sudirman (2015) confirms that SAVI learning model with the right steps can improve learning activities and student learning outcomes in each cycle. The study was the Classroom Action Research model which was applied to fifth grade students of SDN 2 Notoharjo. Another study by Elistiana (2016) states that the learning model can directly improve the learning outcomes of fifth grade students of SDN Basi, Tolitoti through Classroom Action Research. In different study by Indriani (2014) states that there is an influence between learning motivation of class V students on Mathematics learning achievement at Bejirejo Elementary School, Blora. This research is classified as comparative causal research which investigates the possibility of causal linkages through observation activities.
From the previous elaboration, therefore this research addresses to three problems: 1) the differences in science learning outcomes between students who study using the SAVI learning model with direct learning models, 2) the differences in science learning outcomes between students who have high learning motivation and students who have low learning motivation, and 3) the interactions between the SAVI learning model, the direct learning model, and learning motivation towards the learning outcomes of science subject.
Research Method

Research Design
The design used in this study is quasi-experimental or quasi-experimental, which is essentially the same as true experiment. However, in quasi-experiment researchers do not have the flexibility to manipulate research subjects, meaning random groups are usually used as a basis for setting treatment groups and control groups (Setyosari, 2016) . Specifically, this research is referred to as True Experimental Design, with the design of the Control Group Pre-Test -Post-Test. The research was designed as follows: Source: Arikunto (2006) .
Remark: X1
= subject group given the SAVI learning model. X2
= subject groups given direct learning models. HB1 = learning outcomes of subjects using the SAVI learning model with high learning motivation. HB2 = subject learning outcomes using direct learning models with high learning motivation. HB3 = learning outcomes of subjects using the SAVI learning model with low learning motivation.
HB4
= subject learning outcomes using direct learning models with low learning motivation. The population used in this study were all students of class VI (68 students) which consisted of SDN Sidoharjo 1 (34 students) and SDN Pagerluyung 1 (34 students) Mojokerto. While the sample used in this study was the sixth grade students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and the sixth grade students of SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto. The sample selection was done by total sampling technique because the total population was only 68 students and had not reached 100 students. In addition, sample selection is also based on the characteristics of students who are on average 10-12 years old. According to Piaget in Yusuf (2005) the thinking power of children at this age has developed in the direction of concrete and rational thinking (acceptable to reason). Piaget named it a concrete operational period, namely the end of imaginary thinking and begin to think concretely (relating to the real world).
Class VI elementary school students already have various skills that can develop their mindset and reasoning power, so they can understand the subject matter they have received, and can explain the content of the material that has been taught in their own sentence. Therefore, the application of the SAVI learning model is in accordance with the characteristics of students. So that it is expected that the students who are sampled will be able to follow and implement the stages of the SAVI learning model that can make students more active by involving all five senses to follow the entire series of learning processes.
Research Steps
The steps taken by the researcher in this research activity consisted of four stages, namely: 1) Phase I (Planning), covering activities: a) the researcher designed the class to be sampled; and b) researchers make research instruments that will be used for research; 2) Phase II (Implementation), includes activities: a) researchers/teachers carry out learning in the experimental group by applying the SAVI learning model, and in the control group using the direct learning model strategy; and b) researchers carry out trials, analyze and establish research instruments in the form of learning motivation questionnaires; 3) Phase III (Evaluation of learning outcomes), by evaluating learning outcomes, analyzing or processing data that has been collected with predetermined methods; and 4) Stage IV (Preparation of reports) with activities to compile and report the results of the research activities that have been carried out.
Technique of Data Collection
The data collection methods used in this study were consisted of: 1) Test techniques, which were carried out by giving a test to each student to obtain data on science learning outcomes in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto using learning strategies in the form of SAVI learning model and direct learning model; and 2) Questionnaire technique, which is done by giving a questionnaire to each student to obtain data about the learning motivation possessed by students when they take science learning to class VI students at SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto.
Research Instrument
The research instruments compiled are based on data collection methods, namely as follows: 1) Analysis of the validity of the questionnaire, can be known by using the product moment correlation formula, which was discovered by Karl Pearson and used to describe the relationship between two variables which are of the same type of interval or ratio. To calculate the product moment correlation coefficient can use the following formula: rxy = (Winarsunu, 2009) with the the requirement that if r empiric ≥ r is theoretical, the correlation is significant. Whereas if r empirical <r theoretical means the correlation is not significant; and 2) questionnaire reliability analysis, can be searched using Alpha formula as follows:
= questionnaire reliability. k = the number of questions. Σσb 2 = number of item variants. = total variant. (Arikunto, 2006) 
Technique of Data Analysis
The data analysis technique used in this study uses two-way ANOVA analysis with the help of SPSS (Statistical Product and Service Solution) application version 24. The statistical program used to analyze this data is the Kolmogorof test and Levense test. The analysis technique includes two things, namely: 1) Test for normality, carried out to find out whether the data on student learning outcomes and students' learning motivation spreads follow the curve or not. The normality test in this study uses the rule that if p> 0.05, then the distribution is declared normal. And if p <0.05, the distribution is declared abnormal; 2) Homogeneity test, needed to test the similarity (homogeneity) of several parts of the sample, namely the uniformity of whether or not variants of samples taken from the same population.
This step is used to answer the hypothesis by using a two-way Variant Analysis (Anava) with a significance level of 5%, using the ratio calculation formula as follows: FAB = , FAB = ratio between independent variables. Rk AB = the average square of interaction A x B. Rk d = average square in the group. (Winarsunu, 2009) If there is a difference in price (F <0.050) then it is declared significant or heterogeneous. If there is no difference (F> 0.05) then it is not significant or homogeneous.
Data Analysis
The data analysis technique used is the Two Way Anova test to answer a number of problem statements. Analysis of the data used includes parametric statistical tests that must meet the prerequisite test in the form of a normality test and a homogeneity test. The significance level used in this study is 0.05. This prerequisite test aims to determine whether there are any deviations from the determined variables. The following is a description of the intended prerequisite test, namely: 1) Test for normality, in this study using Kolmogorov-Sminorv One-Sample technique. To find out whether the data is normal or not, it can be seen from the value of p calculated on each variable studied. With testing criteria, if indigo asymp.sig (2-tailed) ≥ 0.05 then the data is normally distributed. Conversely, if the asymp.sig (2-tailed) value is 5 0.05, then the data is not normally distributed. The results of the normality test in this study can be seen in Table 2 . Based on the results of calculations using SPSS 24 above, it was found that the asymp.ig (2-tailed) value was 0.65 and 0.573> 0.05. Similarly, the standard deviation of each variable shows a value of 5 0.05, namely the learning model variable of 0.504; pre-test learning outcome variable is 7,250; the post-test variable is 7.971; and learning motivation variables of 4.983. So, it can be concluded that the distribution of research data is normal; 2) the homogeneity test, can be done using the Lavene Test technique, by looking at the significance level of the value of Lavene count. If the F-count value indicates a significance level of> 0.05, it can be said that there is no difference in variance between the sample groups (variants between groups are the same). The homogeneity test results in this study in Table 3 . Based on the table above, the results of the homogeneity test show that the Lavene value of the variable learning outcomes and the results of the learning motivation questionnaire in the control class and experimental class shows a significance level of 0.103> 0.05. So that it can be concluded that there is no difference between the sample groups, because the variance between the variables of the science learning outcomes group and the results of the motivation questionnaire scores are the same or homogeneous.
Interpretation of Hypothesis Testing
After the researcher conducts the prerequisite test, then the next step is to analyze the data to test the hypothesis. The step that needs to be done is a two-way covariance analysis test, because the learning outcome variable meets the assumption of normality.
The following will be presented in the calculation results using the SPSS 24 application of two-way covariance analysis techniques, namely: Using data such as mentioned in Table 4 previously, the analysis can be used to test hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 as follows: 1) Hypothesis 1, the significance level of the corrected model is 0.010 which is less than 0.050. So it can be concluded that Ho is rejected and Ha is accepted. That is, there are differences in science learning outcomes between groups of students whose learning uses the SAVI learning model with groups of students whose learning uses direct learning models in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and Pagerluyung 1 Elementary School Mojokerto; 2) Hypothesis 2, the significance level of learning motivation is 0.036 which is less than 0.050. So it can be concluded that Ho is rejected and Ha is accepted. That is, there are differences in science learning outcomes between groups of students who have high learning motivation with groups of students who have low learning motivation in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and Pagerluyung 1 Elementary School Mojokerto; and 3) Hypothesis 3, the significance level of the interaction between the learning model and learning motivation is 0.028 which is less than 0.050. So it can be concluded that Ho is rejected and Ha is accepted. That is, there is an interaction between the SAVI learning model, direct learning model, and learning motivation towards the learning outcomes of science in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and Pagerluyung 1 Elementary School Mojokerto. 
Results and Analysis
Differences in Science Learning Outcomes between Students Using the SAVI Learning Model and Direct Learning Models in Class VI Students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto
Based on the results of research and data analysis tests on the first hypothesis which reads: "there are differences in science learning outcomes between groups of students whose learning uses SAVI learning models with groups of students whose learning uses direct learning models in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto" shows that the SAVI learning model has more influence on student learning outcomes. This can also be seen from the average value of student learning outcomes which states that the SAVI learning model reaches an average of 80.457 (complete) and student learning outcomes with a direct learning model reaches an average of 78.988 (complete). Although both are complete, but from these results indicate that the SAVI learning model is more dominant in improving student learning outcomes.
This condition can be due to the application of the SAVI learning model, students are more active in activities through practical activities. In accordance with the RPP that has been prepared, student activities carried out involve all the senses, ranging from seeing, listening, doing motor activities, and thinking of working on test questions. So, when the SAVI learning model takes place, the teacher can also apply the four SAVI components which include: 1) Somatic, when students carry out practical activities observing the parts of the flower. They work actively in groups by involving body movements; 2) Auditory, when students listen to the teacher's explanation or when listening to the opinions of group friends during the discussion; 3) Visual, when students see parts of flowers using their sense of sight; and 4) Intelectual, when students answer questions related to activities and lab results. Or happens when students can answer the pre-test questions. Hamalik (2007) states that learning is not only remembering, but more broadly than that, namely experiencing. The learning experience with the SAVI model conducted by students will be more remembered as an experience, so that it can improve learning outcomes. Whereas in applying the direct learning model, the teacher only uses picture media without practical activities, so that it only involves students in several components, such as: seeing, listening, and thinking. Based on the results of research and data analysis testing of the second hypothesis which reads: "There are differences in learning outcomes between groups of students who have high learning motivation with groups of students who have low learning motivation in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and Pagerluyung 1 Elementary School Mojokerto" shows that students who have high learning motivation will achieve high learning outcomes too, and conversely students who have low learning motivation will find it difficult to achieve maximum learning outcomes. Hanafih and Cucu (2010) state that motivation to learn is power (motivation), driving force, or a tool to build a willingness and strong desire in students to learn actively, creatively, effectively, innovatively, and pleasantly in the framework of behavior change, both cognitive, affective, and psychomotor.
Differences in Science Learning Outcomes between Students Who Have High Learning Motivation and Low Learning Motivation in Class VI Students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto
In Table 6 it can be seen that Science learning outcomes between students who have high learning motivation are indeed superior with an average score of 86,112 when compared with the science learning outcomes of students who have low learning motivation whose average score only reaches 73,333. Students who have high learning motivation tend to be easy to master learning material when compared to students who have low learning motivation. Based on the results of research and testing data analysis data on the third hypothesis which reads: "There is interaction between SAVI learning models, direct learning models, and learning motivation towards science learning outcomes in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto" there are interactions.
There is an Interaction between SAVI Learning Model, Direct Learning Model, and Learning Motivation to Science Learning Outcomes in Class VI Students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto
The results of the research process in the field as can be seen in Table 7 prove that there is a significant influence on the achievement of learning outcomes using the SAVI learning model and direct learning model, as well as high or low learning motivation. This result is evidenced by the average results of students who have high learning motivation using the SAVI learning model reaching a value of 87.581 and superior to the results of the average score of students who have high learning motivation using the direct learning model which reached 84.653 (lower).
Conclusion
Based on the findings in the field and the results of data analysis, the researcher can make conclusions related to the results of this study. The conclusions of this study are as follows: 1) There are differences in science learning outcomes between groups of students whose learning uses the SAVI learning model with groups of students whose learning uses direct learning models in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto; 2) There are differences in science learning outcomes between groups of students who have high learning motivation and groups of students who have low learning motivation in class VI SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto; and 3) There is an interaction between the SAVI learning model, the direct learning model, and learning motivation towards the learning outcomes of science in the sixth grade students of SDN Sidoharjo 1 and SDN Pagerluyung 1 Mojokerto.
